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State Fiscal Highlights

STATE FUND FY 2008 FY 2009 FUTURE YEARS
General Revenue Fund (GRF)
Revenues Potentid negligible gain Potentid negligible gain Potentid negligible gain
Expenditures Potentid minimd increase Potentid minima increase Potentid minima increase
Victims of Crime/Repar ations Fund (Fund 4020)
Revenues Potentid negligible gain Potentid negligible gain Potentid negligible gain
Expenditures -0- -0- -0-

Note: The state fiscal year is July 1 through June 30. For example, FY 2008 is July 1, 2007 — June 30, 2008.

As of thiswriting, it appears, that the number of aleged violations of the hill's prohibition that would be investigated
and prosecuted annudly will be rdatively amal. Assuming that were true, then the number of offenders that might
be sentenced to prison annudly for such a violaion will likely be extremely smdl, which means that any rdaed
increase in the Department of Rehabilitation and Correction's GRF-funded incarceration costs would be minimal at
most.

It a0 is possible that the state will gain localy collected state court costs that are deposted to the credit of the
GRF and the Victims of Crime/Reparations Fund (Fund 4020). If, as previoudy suggested, the number of violators
of the bill's prohibition annualy statewide will likely be extremey smadl, then the amount of court cost revenue that
would be gained by either state fund islikely to be negligible per year.

Local Fiscal Highlights

LOCAL GOVERNMENT FY 2008 FY 2009 FUTURE YEARS
Counties
Revenues Potentia gain Potentid gain Potentid gain
Expenditures Potential increase Potential increase Potentia increase

Note: For most local governments, the fiscal year isthe calendar year. The school district fiscal year is July 1 through June 30.

If one assumes that invedtigations and subsequent prosecutions of aleged violaions of the hill's prohibition will
generdly be rare, then the associated costs for most county crimind justice systems would not be significant. There




is dways, however, the posshility that a given case could be quite complex and expensive, but these cannot be
predicted with any rdigbility. It is dso difficult to predict if and when a given county might actudly collect a
pecuniary gain-based fine of $250,000 or more.

Detailed Fiscal Analysis

The bill defines "human cdloning” as the creation of a human zygote, human blastocys, or human
embryo by any means other than the fertilization of a human egg by human sperm. With one exception,
the bill prohibits any person or governmentd entity from knowingly performing or attempting to perform
human cloning, participating in the performance or attempted performance of human cloning, or sending
or recalving an embryo that is produced by human cloning or any product derived from that embryo.
This prohibition does not restrict the areas of scientific research that do not involve the creation or use of
a human embryo produced by human cloning or any product derived from a human embryo produced
by human cloning. The areas of research that are not restricted by this prohibition include, but are not
limited to, the use of nuclear transfer or other cloning techniques to produce molecules, DNA, tissues,
organs, plants, anmas other than humans, or cdls other than human embryos.

A violaion of the cloning prohibition could result in aterm of imprisonment of not more than two
years. If pecuniary gains are derived, the violator could be subject to a fine of not less than $250,000,
or if the pecuniary gain is more than $250,000, not more than twice the amount of the gross pecuniary

gain.

As of this writing, it appears, that the number of dleged violaions of the hill's prohibition that
would be investigated and prosecuted annudly will be rdaively smdl. Assuming that were true, then
the number of offenders that might be sentenced to prison annudly for such a violation will likely be
extremdy smal, which means that any reated increase in the Depatment of Rehabilitation and
Correction's GRF-funded incarceration costs would be minimal a most.

It dso is possible that the state will gain locally collected state court costs that are deposited to
the credit of the GRF and the Victims of Crime/Reparations Fund (Fund 4020). If, as previoudy
suggested, the number of violators of the bill's prohibition annudly datewide will likely be extremdy
amdl, then the amount of court cost revenue that would be gained by ether sate fund is likely to be

negligible per year.

If one assumes that investigations and subsequent prosecutions of dleged violations of the hill's
prohibition will generdly be rare, then the associated costs for most county crimina justice sysems
would not be sgnificant. There is aways, however, the posshility that a given case could be quite
complex and expensive, but these cannot be predicted with any reiability. It isaso difficult to predict if
and when a given county might actualy collect a pecuniary gain-based fine of $250,000 or more.

It is unclear at this time how the investigative process would proceed. The very nature of the
offense would gppear to create certain difficulties for locd crimind judtice officids charged with the

2




respongibility of conducting the investigation and subsequent prosecution. If these local crimind justice
officas received a complaint concerning human doning, it is uncertain whether those officias would
have the resources, including the requisite specidized expertise, needed to handle such matters.

Lagtly, according to the United States Food and Drug Adminigtration (FDA) web ste, "the
FDA has the authority to regulate medica products, including biologica products, drugs, and devices.
The use of doning technology to clone a human being would be subject to both the biologics provisons
of the Public Hedlth Service Act and the drug and device provisons of the Federd Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act." As such, human cloning is subject to FDA regulation. Researchers would be forced to
submit an invedtigationd new drug application to the FDA before research would be alowed to
proceed. Since there are Hill questions regarding the safety of human cloning, it is unlikely that the
FDA would alow any human cloning research to be conducted at this time* If human dloning research
was conducted in Ohio, it islikely thet the FDA would become involved in the investigation.
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